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ABSTRACT

Although the relationship between reading achievement and
writing proficiency has interested scholars for over two
centuries, the exact nature of this relationship has resisted
discovery. The persistence of statistically significant

correlations across a broad range of subjects, measures, and
experimental settings leaves no doubt that a moderate 1link
between reading and writing exists. However, experiments
which have used reading treatménts to  improve writing
The most promising treatments are those which teach prose
structure and story schemata and the least Succeéssful those
which teach general reading or writing skills and expect
automatic transfer to the other. There is also some evidence
that the complexity of prose in basal readers and the method
of teaching beginning reading influence students' writing
ability. Recent studies have begun to explore the processes
used by readers and writers. The major shortcoming of most
reading-writing research is that it has been atheoretical and
has tinkered with methods rather than tested theoretical

models.
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READING ACHIEVEMENT AND WRITING PROFICIENCY:

A CRITIZAL REVIEW

Theoretical and practical intersest in the relationships
between reading skill and writing ability can be traced at
least as far back as the Sophists of Ancient Greece who feit
that

...the use of 1literary sources guaranteed an

emotionally rich and evocative flow of language

...a flexible command of the literature formed a

comon background of ideas, images, and feelings

(Broudy and Palmer, 1965, p. 10).
However; beyond the obvious assertion ¢that wide reading
provides models for the structure of Sentences and
paragraphs; aids in vocabulary development, and suggests
appropriate topics and content for the writer; the exact
nature of the reading-writing connection has been difficult
to pin down.

Historically, reading and writing have often been viewed
as opposSité ends of a language continuum: one is receptive

while the other i3 prodictive; one encodes while the other
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decodes; one presents words, structures,; ideas, and attitudes

in the form of a text while the other uses words, Structures,
ideas and attitudes as building blocks to create a text.
Consequently, research and theory in reading-writing
relationships tended to treat reading and writing as
separate; related skills and éndeavoured to discover the
degree to which good readers were also skilled writers
(correlational studies), how one skill enhanced the other

nd models in learning to write),

[\

(the role of wide reading

fected performance in the other

[V
L1

and how improving one skill

(teachin reading and measuring the effect on writing and
vice versa). This view of reading and writing emphasizes
similarities and differences in the products of the two
skills and attempts to find cause and effect relationships
ééSCribing how one influences the other. Recent work, on the
other hand, has emphasized the relaltionship between the two
processes noting that both readers and writérs construct
meaning through a transaction with the printed word (squire,
1984; Tierney and Pearson, 1984), that both reading and
writing provide intrusions in and guides for the individual's
stream of meditation (Moffett, 1984), and that since the
myriad of skills and knowledge required by a writer could not
possibly be taught directly, the writer must induce these
skills from the printed page by "reading like a writer"
(Smith, 1984). Currently, however, work on relating the two
processes  is almost entirely in the early stages of

exploration and little empirical research is available.



The following paper summarizes theory and research on
the relationships Letween reading and writing, examining
first the various theoretical orientations which postulate
reading-writing connections and then the major research
findings both correlational and émpiriééi which define the
relationships. The paper concludés with a critical discussion
oi. the shortcomings of previous reading-writing research and
notes a number of conceptual problems which future

researchers need to take into consideration.

I. Theoretical Orientations

Research on reading-writing connections has, of course,

been shaped by the investigators' perceptions of the

interrelationships among the language arts and their
assumptions of the underlying similarities and differences
among speaking, listening, reading, and writing. As Emig
(1983) notes, talking and writing are often characterized as
active, productive; orf encoding processes while reading and

listening are said to be passive, receptive, or decoding

processes. Alternatively, 1listening and speaking may be
reading are second-order. Such paradigms naturally lead to
research which compares and contrasts the Ffeatures 5f each of
these forms of communication.

Received wisdom on the relationship between the two

generally falls into one of two broad, non-exclusive



categories: the first is that style, wusage; and background
knowledge are absorbed through reading so that over a 1long
period of time the wide readér will induce book talk from
exposure to the printed page; the sécond is that reading and
writing are both aspects of linguistic competence and
anything which alters one (e.g., an improvemént in receiving
the printed word) will have an automatic if perhaps delayed
effect on thé other.

The assertion that wide reading and imitation improve
writing has been passed down from classical rhetoricians and
finds its way into much textbook advice on becoming a writer.
Typical is Perrin and Ebbitt's (1972) claim that

Reading is probably the most valuabls formative

influence on a writer: Sometimes the influence is

direct,; as when there is a conscious; deliberate
imitatior of an admired author. More often, it is

indirect, casual, cumulative. Just as we
unconsciously pick up expressions and modes of
expression from those wé talk to, so we absorb
rhythms; turns of phrase, and syntactic patterns
from our reading....If you read a good deal, you
are iikély to be more comfortable writing yourself;
yot will write more easily and confidently. And you
will be a better judge of what you write (p. 28).
such reading may be either silent or oral, Gay (1977), for

éxample, suggests that reading aloud to students will enhance

Je)
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their writing by increasing vocabulary, improving ability to

distinguish between subtie shades of méaning, impfbéiﬁé the

sophistication and complexity of sentence structure,

providing a sense of structure and organization, and
providing a motive for writing.

Frank Smith (1984) has added a new dimension to this
position by suggesting it is not simply wide reading but the
method of approaching print which developes writers. Based on
his observation that "writing requires an enormous fund of
specialized knowledge which cannot be acquired from lectures,
téxtbooks, dirll, trial and error, or éven from the exercise
of writing itself," he conjectured that the "intangibles of
writing could be learned only through reading (p. 47).
However, Smith noted that the paradox he faced with 'this
assumption was his own argument that fluent readers need not
pay attention to matters such as spelling and punctuation.
Consequently, he concluded that to learn to write, children
must read in a special way: they must "read like writers."
Such reading, he argues, is not the result of deliberate

study but reading which is vicarious, concurrent, and induced
at the first encounter; it is effective only if readers feel
capable of producing texts similar to “hose that they are
reading.

Evidence for the infiuence of wide réading and
literature study on written composition has been provided by

correlztional studies (e.g., Glazer, 1973; McConnell, 1983),

10
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by observational studies (Burton, 1985), by studies of
writers' environments (Weathermon, 1984), and by accident
(wide reading was the control treatment in Heys' (1961) study
of the theme-a-week assumption). In addition, researchers
have gathered some evidence (e.g., Church and Bereiter, 1984)
which supports Smith's "reading like a writer" suggestions.

The linguistic-competence orientation, on the other
hand, tends to focus on direct teaching of discrete skilils
and characterizes readers and writérs as béihé either
proficient or deficient 1in these skills. As Artley (1948)
suggsested:

Figuratively stated, speaking and reading comprise

two sides of a square known as communication or

language, the other two sides being writing and

listening. Being inextricably associated, any
limitation or facility in one is reflected to some

degree in the others (p. 351).

With the execption of correlational studies, most of the
research into reading-writing relationships has its
foundations in a Skillé orientation. Such research includes
studies of beginning rteading (Eckhoff, 1985; Smith, 1§68§;

Beach, 1984; Bossone and Trovka, 1976; Crowhurst, in press).

11



Recently, transactional theories of 1literature (e.g.,
Rosenblatt, 1976) and heuristic theories of composition
(e.g., Murray, 1§§é) have been combined to fo-us-on both
readers and writérs as creators of meaning through print,
These theories postulate fundamental cognitive similarities
in the two processes and promoté research which investigates
the ways 1in which reading and writing shape thinking. As

During the last decade, research and théory from a
variety of language-related disciplines have
contributéd to a view of the composing and
comprehending processes as that of actively
constructing meaning in accord with one's prior
cognitive, linguistic, and affective experience:

Writers and readers share a common goal: they must

construct a coherent text (p. 2).

Describing this text construction metaphorically, Tierney and
Pearson (1954) suggest that "texts are written and read in a
tug of war between authors and readers” (p. 34).

Squire (1984), Moffett (1984), and Petrosky (1982) offer
three different perspectives on the transactions among
readers, writers, and texts. Squire emphasizes cognitive
processing:

Composing is critical te thought processes because
it is a process which actively engages the learner

in constructing meaning, in developing ideas, in
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ahé

relating ideas, in expressing ideas: Comprehending

is critical because it réqUires the 1learner to
reconstruct the structure and meaning of ideas
expressed by another writér. To possess an idea
that one is reading about requires competence in
regenerating the idea, competence in learning how
to write the ideas of another. Thus both
compréhehéihg and composing seem basic reflectons
of the same cognitive process: This is what the
teaching of the higher thought processes is all
about (p. 21).

Moffett places the reader and writer in an even
writing as forms of meditation, ways of modifying

speech. He notes that reading; writing, and meditation

modify the inner stream during the act itself,
produce at their most intense an altered state of

consciousness and over the long haul liberate the
patterns of perception and thaugﬁt in the direction
of expanded or higher consciousness. Reading
assimilates one person's composed inner speech into
another ﬁeféénis on-going innér stream so 7that
one's composition temporarily restructures  the
other's  consciousness. Writing  temporarily

restructures one's own consciousness as one

focuses,; edits; and revises the inner stream so as

13
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position with respect to the text, describing reading

inner



to act on another's.
Petrosky connects reading and writing as processes of

composing which are central to human understanding:
one of the most interesting results of connécting
reading literary, and composition theory and
pedagogy is that they yield similar explanations of
human understanding as a process rooted in the
individual's knowledge and feelings and
characterized by the fundamental act of making
meaning, whether it be through reading; responding
or writing: When we read, we comprehénd by putting
together impressions of the text with our personal,
cultural, and contextual models of reality. When we
write, we compose by making meaning from available
information, our personal knowledge, and the

cultural and contextual frames we happen to find

ourselves in.

Pearson and Tierney (1985) noté that schema-theoretic

accounts of reading regard comprehénsion as an act of

"struck by the

o

constructing meaning and add that they ar

similarity of language used to describe composing and
comprehending.” They propose a composing model of reading,

suggesting that the thoughtful reader is a planner, composer,
editor, and monitor; however; they admit that in
practice--especially the practice of secondary school

students--the model is contrary to what they currently find.

ok |
7s Y



10

Studies are just beginning to examine the Similarities
and differences in reading and writing processeag and have yet
to explore how readérs and writers transact with Drint to
construct meaning. (Birnbaum, 1981; Atwell, 1981; Ryan, i984;

Dzhl, 1984; Kirby, 1986; Shepherd, 1986).
1. Correlations Between Reading and Writing

Moderate, statistically significant correlationS betwesn

reading and writing abilities ranging as high as .90 but

he

(g dl

generally falling between .25 and :55 depending on
he

ctl

measures used and the age, eéxperience, and Sex of
subjects have been reported in a wide variety Oof Studies.
Significant correlations have been found betwesn reading

ability and each of the following: general writing ability,
syntactic complexity, standard editorial usage, method of

teaching beginning reading, and biographical factors. 1In
addition, scores on written compositions have been found to
be reliable predictors of reading ability: However, when
subjects are ranked first by reading ability and then by
writing ability, one in five is good in one skill but poor in
the other.

a. General Correlations. Over the past 40 years,
researchers have Eéﬁbfted significant corrélatjons between
reading and writing ability using a wide variety of Measures

of each and examining age and grade levels kindergarten



through adult. Based on work with Scholastic Aptitude Tests,
Diederich (1957) concluded that good measures of reading
ebility were the most trustworthy indicators of writing
ability. The most detailed correlational evidence is provided
by Loban's (1963, 1966, 1967, 1976) thirteen-year study which
followed students from kindergarten through grade twelve.
Commenting on the reading and writing abilities of grade-six
students (1963) he noted that "...on every statistical
measure one fact 1is extremely clear in the present study:
those who read well also write well; those who read poorly
also write poorly" (p. 75). Reporting on the same students
when they reached grade nine he stated that "Relationships
between reading and writing become more pronouncad as the

students;  Bippus (1977) and Ledford (1984) examining
intermediate students; Stilley (1981) and Hartman (1982)
working with high school students; and Thomas (i1976) and
Cathoun (1971)  studying college students reported
statistically significant correlations ranging from .18 o
.55 between reading and writing measures. In a meta-analysis
of éé studies which correlated reading, writing, speaking,
and 1listening measurés conducted between 1950 and ié?é,
Hammill &and McNutt (1980) reported that the median

correlation between 37 measures of reading and writing was

.51. The median correlation between 31 reading and spelling
measures was Somewhat stronger at :68, but those for ten

reading and méchanics measures were weaker at .52.

16



Another  perspective on correlations is offered by
Shanahan (1984) who correlated four measures of reading and
three of writing and reported that in the best case, a

measure of one set accounted for 43 percent of the variance

in the opposité set.

Related evidence is provided by studies predicting
reading ability from writing measures and vice versa: Working

with over 300 students from junior and senior high school and
coliege; Lazdowski (1976) reported that the reading level of
a student could be predict=d within one grade levél with a
reliability of .88 from the students' grade on a written
composition. On the college level, D: Campbell (1976)
reported that scores on reading tests were reliable
predictors of writing skill. Wade (i982) investigated the
relationship between children's oral and written language and
their reading comprehension Scores and concluded that the
number of words per written clause is the best single
predictor of reading comprehension. D'Angelo (1977), working
with grade-nine éEﬁaéﬁEé; reported that reading and writing
ability correlated beyond the :01 level of confidence, but
that 1listening comprehension and 1listening memory were more
effective predictors of reading ability than informative
writing was.

he sex of the subject has also been shown to be related

Hi

to correlations between reading and writing: Fishco (1966)

and Belanger (1978) reported that correlations between

17
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reading and writing quality measures were much stroriger for
girls than they were for boys, but Johnson (1980) and
Belanger noted stronger correlations for boys than for girls
- when syntactic complexity was measured. Fishco, examining 95
seventh-grade students, found that reading comprehension and
creative writing ability corrélated beyond the .05 level of
confidence. However; the correlations for the girls in the
study were beyond the :01 level of confidence while the
correlations for the boys were statistically nonsignificant.
Belanger, working with 194 students 3in grades nine and ten,

reported correlations between three forms of a standardized
reading test and the overall quality of three expository
compositions written at three month intervals to be
significant beyond the .001 level of confidence: Howaver, the
correlations for the girls in the study were .57, .73, and
.59 while those for the boys were only .35, .33, and .37. On
thé othér hand, reading and T-unit measures correlated
slightly higher for boys (.12, .12, and .15) than for girls
(-.01, .04, and .04) although all were statistically
nonsignificant. Johnson &lso reported that reading and T-unit
measures correlated significantly for boys (p=.05) but not
for girls; S

in grades two and five, a study which used four standardized

18
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measurez  of reading and three measures of written
composition, Shanahan described the relationship at the
grade-two lével as one of general reading or word recognition
and word production (spelling). He reported that the
reading-writing relationship appeared to be relatively stable
across the two grade 1eévels,; the only difference lying in the
increasing importance of reading vocabulary. Barnes gathered
argumentative, expository, and Jdescriptive wriﬁihg samples
form third-; fifth-; and seventh-grade students. He compared
reading achievement tests with the readability of the written
compositions (a composite score based on five readability
formulae) and concluded that the students' grade levels in
writing readability did not increase with their grade levels
in reading. The writing scorés of the grade-three students
were one year behind their reading 1level, but the scores of

the grade-five and -seven students had fallen three and Five
years  behind respectively. Johnson noted a number of
significant correlations between scores on a standardized
reading test and clause and sentence length factors on the
grade-three level, but only one significant correlation in
any of grades four, five; or six (she reported that words per
clause and reading correlated significantly only at the grade

five level).

b. Reading and the Syntactic Complexity of Writing. The
majority of studies examining the relationship between the

syntactic complexity of students' written compositions and
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reading ability have reported significant correlations
between the two.' These correlations have beer reported at
all grade ievels, grade one through university, and on the
basis of a variety of reading and writing measures. In one of
the rost detailed studies, Evanechko et al. (1974) correlated
eight reading subtests with 13 measures of syntactic maturity
on the grade six level: They found that 76 percent of the
correlations were significant at or beyond the .05 level of
confidence with Loban's Communication Unit (analagous to
Hunt's  T-unit) significant beyond the .00001 level of
confidence. Significant correlations between written T-unit
length and reading ability have been reported at the
elementary level (Heil, 1976, grades ! to 3; Harris, 1975,
grade 2; Zeman, 1969, grade 2; Johnson, 1976, grades 3 to 5;
Anguili, 1985, grades 3 to 5); at the secondary tevel
(BuShiier, 1§éB, grades 7 and 8; Hartman, 1984, grade 9); and

Kuntz (1975), Heller (1980); and Bushner (1980) examined
the elements of syntactic complexity which correlated most
highly with reading ability. Runtz examined the correlations
between reading ability and the abiiiﬁy to make sentence
transformations on the grade-seven level. She reported that
correlations ranged from .68 to .90 and noted that the more
difficult transformations correlated the most highly with

influence of sentence-combining treatments on reading ability
are reported below in Section c. of Intervention Studies.

20
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reading ability whereas the least difficult transformations
correlated the 1least highly: In  an investigation of
university freshmen's reading comprehension and syntactic
éiéméhEé in their expository writing, Heller conclnuded that
whereas poor readers wrote shorter T-units that were usually
expanided by adding subordinate clauses, good readers wrote
longér T-units WHiCh they expanded through such non-=clausal
structures as prepositional phrases. Bushner, in  an
examination of 120 students in grades seven and eight,
reported statistically significant differences among very
good,; average, and poor readérs in number of words written,
number of words per T-unit, and number of words per clause.
These measures of productivity and syntactic complexity

correlated with total reading, 1literal reading, and
inferential reading scores. Simon (1980) found significant

relationships between words per "T-unit in ténth-grade
students' written work and their patterns of response to
literature as measured by a Response Preference Test (based
on the Purves and Rippere categories); but reported no

significant differences between the two groups on the amount
of transfer from reading to non-reading experiences.

However, conclusions on the réiétiohsﬁips between
syntactic complexity and reading ability are not unanimous
and studies Ey Thomas (1976), Fuller (1974), Stewart (1978),
Belanger (1978), Magee (1978), and Zeman (1969) have called

into question the strength of the relationship between the
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two. Thomas found a small (r=.18) but statistically
significant (p=.05) correlation between the reading

achievement and syntactic compléxity scores of college

only negligibly related to his ability to . ‘e." Fuller
examined good and poor readers on the junior college level
and reported no differences in the lengths of their written
T-units.  Stewart found that T-unit length of written
compositions did not contribute to the prediction of reading
comprehension of fourth-grade students and Belanger, studying
students in grades nine and téen, found very 1ow correlations

(.06, .08, and .09) between scores on a Standardized reading

test and the 1length of T-units in expository compositions
despite moderate (.47, .54; and .48) and statistically
significant (p=.0001) between reading scores and evaluétions
of the overall quality of the compositions. In a study of
fifty bilingual college frehsmen, Magee reported that T-unit
length in written compositions correlated with scores on a
relatively simple standardized reading test but not with
those on a more difficult standardized test. zeman reported

that reading test scores of grade-two and -three students
correlated significantly (p=:01) with the number of compound
senténces in théii written work but that thére were no
significant correlations between reading scorés and use of

Roberts' sentence patterns.

22
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Reading ability as measureéd by a cloze test has been
shown to correlate either nonsignificantly (Siedow, 1973) or
inversety (Bvans, 1979) with measures of syntactic
compléxity. Examining students in grades four, eight, and
t elve, Siedow reported positive  but statistically
nonsignificant correlaticas between scores on a cloze test
and the syntactic complexity of students' written
compositions. Evans constructed a cloze test from nine

published prose passages which were revwritten to reflect

(o2

three levels of syntactic complexity. He found an inverse

correlation between scores on this and the syntactic
complexity  (nominalizations, subordination, and T=unit
length) ©of a short exercise on combining kernal sentences.
Evans reported significant increases in syntactic complexity
from grade to grade (eight, twelve, and the final year of

university) but an overall decline in cloze Scores-:

C:. Standard Usage and Spelling. M. Campbell (1976),
Ledford (1984); Hill (1982), and Pitts (1954) reported
significant correlations between reading ability and absence
of errors in standard written usage and spelling. Comparing
performance of university freshmen on a standardized reading
test and an in-class composition, M: Campbell reported that
correctness in organization and mechanics was more highly

related to superior reading skill than fluency of ideas was.

Ledford, examining fifth-grads students' stories, found

statistically significant correlations between reading
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achievement and students' "use of mechanics; adjectives,
adverbs, comparative references, other conjunctions; lexical

cohesion, and total number of words." Hill réported similar

findings studying students in grades seven and eight. Ditts

examined the relationship between reading scores and 3pélling
errors of 71 underprepared college freshmen and reported that
capable readers made significantly fewer orthograhic errors
than adequate or disabled readers made and significantly

fewer phonological errors than disabled readers made.

d. Envirommental  Factors. The subjects’ reading
histories and school and home environments haveé also been
shown to be related to writing ability. McConnell (1983) and
Weathermon (1984) reported that writing achievement was
related to reading experience while Donelson (1967), Monk
(1958), Woodward and Phillips (1967), Felland (1981), and
Lacampagne (1968) demonstrated that writing ability
correlates with such factors as the number of books owned by
étuéénts; the number of books and magazines found in the
home, the number of books read by the parénts, and the amount
of television watched:

McConnell (1983) categorized 144 second-grade children
into four groups based on their exposure to literature and
students who had high literature exposure and frequent
writing practice received significantly higher holistic

ratings on narrative writing samples, but that there were no
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significant differences ¢n meausres of vocabulary or story
structure elements among the four groups. Case studies of two

he chkildres 1led McConnell to conclude that ‘"sex,

(2

of
intellectual ability, resading ability, telsvision viewing
hours, and motivation need to be considered in future studies

examining factors which influence writing ability."

Using questionnaires and interviews to investigate the
influence of home factors on 160 grade six and seven students
judged to be more effective writers and less effective
writers; Weathermon (1984) concluded that a conducive
atmosphere for an aspiring writer included & home in which
reading and writing activities take place regularly and are
often discussed; in which parents and siblings modsl language
skills and have positive attitudes towards the acqguisition of
these skills; in which reading and writing materials are
readily available; and in which a portion of the subject's
leisure time is devoted to quiet, indoor; creative activities
excluding larde amounts of television viewing. He also noted

that the parents of more effective writers read aloud to
their children after they had learned to read for themselves
' significantly more often (p=:05) than did the parents of less
effective writers, but that there were no significant
differences between the two groups in the time spent réading
aloud to their children before they could read for

themselves,
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On the college level, Woodward and Phillips (1967) found
that the poor freshman writer (one who received a "D" or an
"E" in the first semester writing course) had a lack of
interest in reading and writing, a lack of reading material
in the home, and a sparsity of writing and reading
experiences in high school when compared with good freshman
writers. Monk (1958) found that superior grade-seven writers
were likely to be “children whose leisure-time reading was

intensive, whose parents also did considerzble reading, and
whose homes were well supplied with books. Donelson (1967)
reported that the amount of reading done by the father (but
not the mother) was one factor which distinguished between
good and poor grade-ten writers. Lacampagne (1968) and
Felland (1980) conducted national surveys of superior and
average writers (Lacampagne's superior writers were NCTE
Writing Achievement Award winners), but neither reported
significant reading differences between the two groups.
Lacampagne found "some" correlation between extensive reading
experiences and superior writing ability and Felland noted
that superior writers read more books than average writérs,
Both studies suffered from a lack of a clear definition of
the average writer, however, which might have confounded the
results,

e Writing Skill and the Teaching of Beginning Reading.
During the 1960's and early 1970'S when the great debate on

tearning to read was raging, researchers examined the

te}
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relationship between writing skill and the method of teaching
eginning reading with the majority of the studies,
predictably, comparing students trained by the Initial
Teaching Alphabet (i.t.a.) and thoseé taught by fTraditional
Orthography (T.0:.). Researchers réportad that when compared
with their T:0.-trained counterparts, the i.t.a.-trained
students had more advanced and diverse written vocabularies
at the end of grade two (Downing; 1967; Carner; 1971; Trost,
1971); wrote significantly better compositions (Fyfe;, 1965,
grade-three students; Shapiro, 1973, grade-two students); and
wrote sentences which more closely approzimated their oral
language capacity (Sandel, 1970, grade three; Magnuson, 1968,
grade one): Nonsignificant differences favoring the
i.t.a.-trained students were reported ' for T-unit length,
sentence length,; story length, use of conjunctions, mazes,
and embeddings (Mazurkiewicz, 1973; Stewart, 1969; Ackerman,
1969; Folta, 1968).

Smith (1968) and Quinn (1977) noted significant writing
gains for students taught by synthetic phonics programs and
those trained by the the language experience approach: Smith,
in a study conducted with grade-one students in five
that students taught to read using synthétic phonics were

superior in both reading and writing performarice to students

taught - with a "meaning emphasis" (including T"analytic

phonics"). On both the word-meaning and paragraph-meaning
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sections of the Stanford Achievement Tests in reading,
students trained by synthetic phonics were superior to
students trained by analytic phonics beyond the .001 level of
confidence:. The éthEéEiEzﬁﬁéﬁiéé trained students were also
superior (p=.001) on two composition rating scales: 1.
clarity and completeness of communication, and 2: spelling,
length, original ideas, and the use of rhetorical devices.
Quinn  compared the "basal" and "language-experience”
approaches to teaching reading at the gradé-one level. She
found that compositions written by students trained by the
language-experience approach were significantly (p=.01)
better than those of the students trained by the basal
approach on the following features: complete sentences,
difficult words, and creativity. Although this debate has
died out in recent years, it may well be rekindled by those

investigating the whole-language approach since this method
integrates the four language arts and emphasizes
communication and substantive use of language.

£. Ranking Students on Reading and Writing Performance.
Ranking students first on reading skill and then on writing
skill provides a more visual although less precise method of
protraying the relationships between the ¢two skills than
correlational data offer. Loban (1963); Belanger (1978)
Martin (1977), and Tierney and Leys (i984) found that a
group's ranking on one skill is frequently a poor indicator

of its ranking on the othér.
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Loban reported that between 20 and 30 percent of the
students who ranked high on one skill ranked low on the
other. For examplé, 25 percent of the most proficient

fourth-grade readers and 20 pércent of the best sixth-grade
readers were judged to be inferior or illiterate writers
whilte 30 percent of the least proficient fourth-grade readers
and 20 percent of the least able grade-six readers were
judged to be good or superior writers. Tierney and Leys
reported that twenty percent of the grade three students who
ranked in the first quartile on reading or writing measures
ranked much lower (at the bottom of the second or in the
third quartile) on the other skill.

Belanger ranked four groups of studénts (experimental
and control girls and boys) on a standardized réééing test
and four scores on an expository composition (overall

quality, T-unit Iength, Syntactic Density Score, and

composition 1length in number of words) on both the grade-
nine and grade-ten levels. A group's ranking on one measure
could be used to predict its ranking on the other on only
nine of the 32 comparisons. On four of the 32 comparisons,
the group ranking highest on one measure ranked lowest on the
other: 1In some cases the differénces in a group's scores on
the two tests were substantial. For eéxamplé, the grade-ten
experimental girls and the grade-nine expériméntal boys
scored a half standard deviation below the mean on the

reading measure but a half standard deviation abové the mean

29 .
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on the writing quality measure. It seems unlikely that these

rankings were an artifact of testing as both were maintained

cti

at two subsequént testings at three-month intervals.

Comparing the reading and writing skills of  six
Australian technical school students, Martin found that while
one subject earned high scores on both tests and another
subject earned low scores on both tests, four subjects scored
well on one skiil and poorly on the othér. Martin concluded
that much depended on "the individual's percéption of the
purpose or usefulness of the reading and writing and the
extent of his motivation" (p. 52).

g. Summary

The most important featuré of the correlationai studies
is the sheer weight of the data. The persistence of

statistically significant correlations across a broad range
of subjects, measures, and settings indicates that a moderate
link exists between reading achievement and writing
performarnce. These data support the common observation that
able readers are usually skilled writers while those who have
difficulty with one often face problems with the other.
However, studies which ranked students first on one measure
and then on the othér suggest that about one-fifth of the
subjects are good readers and poor writers or vice versa.
Thus, a small proportion of the population may account for

much of the less-than-perfect correlational data.




Understanding the correlations is hampered by two
methodological problems. First, since corirelational data have
usually been obtained as a by-product of studies of other
aspects -of reading and writing (frequently studies which
failed to prove their central hypotheses), thée crédibility of
their conclusions is somewhat weakened. Second, since
correlational studies have not been supported by adequate
theoretical mod=ls of either the reading or the writing
process, the wunderlying compétéqcies represented by the

correlations remain poorly understood.

III. Intervention and Observation Studies

Intervention studies into reading and writing

connections fall into one of three categories: studies which
teach reading s§kills and measure the effect on writing
ability; studies which t&ach writing skills and measure the
influence on reading ability; and studies which address
general language competence (mainly sentence combining) and
measure the outcome on both reading and writing ability: all
three are product-centered in that they strive to measure
improvements in subjects’' reading and writing pfoéuétiqh
rather than understand the process by which they produce

reading or writing.

a. The Influence of Reading Treatments and Reading
Practice on Written Composition. Although reséarchers have

been probing a causitive readii.g-writing connection for over
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a half century, to date not one study has demonstrated that a
replicable reading treatment, method, or program has had a
statisticaily significant impact on both reading and writing
ability as judged by standard measures of reading and writing
achievement. Indeed, the majority of studies attempting to
teach reading and measure the influence on writing have
failed to effect significant changes in reading ability. On
the other hand, studies which have inciuded considerable
amounts of time for free reading (often as the control or
placebo treatment in research testing writing methodologies)
suggest that reading practice may have a positive influence
on writing ability.

The majority of the reading treatments in studies
examining the influence of reading improvement on writing
skill have been someé form of textual analysis with many
eartier studies focussing on rhetorical devices and stylistic
matters (Mathews, Butler, and Larsen, 1945; D. Campbell,

1976; Matt; 1977; Bossone and Troyka, 1976; Perry, 1980;

Austin, 1983) and more recent studies examining the teaching

of schemata and text structures (Taylor and Beach, 1984;
Crowhurst, in press; Braun and Gordon, 1982; Williams, 1986;
Bereiter and Scardamalia, 1984). Other studies have examined
the effects of vocabulary and paragraph reading instruction
(Eurich, 1931), reading skilis (Schneider, 1971; Miller,
1974; Hart, 1980), a comparison of traditional and

psycholinguistic methods of teaching remedial reading
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(0'Dorinell, 1974), and a phonics-based remedial treatment
(Belanger, 1978).

Treatments which examined rhetorical devices and
stylistic mattérs generally either used unronventional
measures of reading (Matt, 1977; Austin, 1983) or inadequate
measures of writing (Mathews, Butlér, and Larsen, i945; Hart,
1980). In addition; a number of studiss used experimental and
control treatments which appeared to be very similar: D.
Campbell (1976), for example, taught an integrated reading
and writing course which concentrated on analysis  of
rhetorical devices to experimental students in two sections
of freshman composition while their control counterparts
studied only written composition. Following the twelve-week
experiment, slight and statistically nonsignificant gains on
a reading measure favored the experimental groups while
nonsignificant gains on a writing measure favored the control
groups.

The Bossone and Troyka (1976) study of remedial

English--the most careful and promising of the rhetorical
studies--is difficult to interpret because of mixed results
on two reading measures. Bossone and Troyka provided teachers
of 2066 remedial - high school and college English students
with thirteen Teacher Activity Packages to be used over one
semester. The reading treatmént included such traditional

- - —

tasks as identifying topic sentences and supporting details,

identifying subjects and predicates in various types of
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sentences, and following the development of an éxpositbry
essay by récoghiiihg the major and minor ideas and their
relationships. On the final writing measure, the experimental
groups were significantly bett®r than the control groups when
compositions were judged for ideas, organization, sentence
structure  (gross errors), wording, and punctuation.
Interestingly, although the above measure appears to be
heavily dependent on the